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Executive summary 

Overview of the study 

The public-private partnership (PPP) is a new economic development tool that has become 

increasingly popular worldwide since the late 90s. The Public-Private Partnership Development 

Program (P3DP) financed by the USAID targets improvement in conditions for PPP 

implementation in Ukraine. This report presents the survey results of the representatives of local 

governments, business community and local NGOs. The survey is a final survey that was preceded 

by follow-up survey (early 2014) and the baseline survey conducted in 2011. The final survey was 

conducted in May-June 2015 in order to assess the current levels of awareness about PPPs and 

current capacity level to design, implement and monitor PPP projects in the local communities. 

Overall, 1743 responses were collected in the telephone survey from 130 cities (including 7 PPP-

pilot cities and 7 non-pilot cities defined in follow-up survey).  

 

Policy recommendations are presented along with the survey results. 

 

Overview of the results  

The final survey has revealed that the understanding of PPP concept greatly improved compared 

to the baseline and follow-up surveys conducted in 2011 and 2014, respectively: now more than 

half of the respondents correctly define PPP versus slightly more than one third in 2011. PPP 

awareness increased in all groups of respondents, but awareness on government unit responsible 

still remains low despite a significant increase relative to 2011. 

 

As compared to the baseline year, respondents report lower awareness about public-private 

partnerships in Ukraine both that were successes and failures. The most often mentioned reasons 

for PPPs’ failure in Ukraine were lack of financing, legal and regulatory problems and lack of 

communication between the parties – the same as in 2011. 

 

Respondents that represent authorized units identify the shortage of financial and human resources 

for PPP development and implementation. Financial insufficiency seems to be relatively more 

important than human resources problems. The stage of PPP project development that is the most 

problematic for government officials in both human and financial resources is the stage of expertise 

and approval. Training and workshops are viewed to be important for improvement of knowledge 

and skills of government officials. As a result, there is a comparable increase in self-assessment of 

overall readiness level to design, implement and monitor PPP projects compared to baseline 

survey. 

 

Vast majority of the respondents (around two thirds in each category) believe that involvement of 

the private sector under a public-private partnership mechanism could improve the quality of the 
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public services and are ready to pay for such improvement.  Moreover, respondents strongly 

support wider usage of PPPs to deliver services to disabled, poor and other vulnerable groups, 

including internally displaced persons (IDPs). 

 

Overview of the recommendations  

Lower awareness about PPP projects can be caused by two factors: actual small number of PPP 

projects and low visibility of the existing projects. As greater involvement in real PPP projects can 

significantly improve practical skills and knowledge of government officials and business 

increasing such opportunities would be beneficial for PPP development in Ukraine. On the other 

hand, efforts to increase visibility of the current projects should be further undertaken. 

Work on improvement of legislation concerning PPPs should be continued in terms of clarification 

and simplification of regulations and role definitions. 

The survey showed the importance of capacity-development events (workshops, trainings, 

seminars), and the usefulness of guidelines and manuals distributed by the P3DP. Therefore, these 

activities should be continued, and perhaps, supplemented with the online courses or other types 

of activities. 

Given the difficult financial and economic situation in Ukraine, involvement of the private sector 

under PPP to improve quality of public services is extremely important. Now Ukraine faces even 

more aggravated problems with infrastructure and public services due to ongoing war in the 

Eastern Ukraine. Already strained resources and capacity of the government cannot ensure repair 

and reconstruction of the war-damaged infrastructure as well as addressing needs of the internally 

displaced persons (the number of which exceeds 1.3 million people). Only in partnership with 

private sector and international donors can government improve living conditions of the population 

from the war-affected areas. Hence, further efforts (including actual projects) to facilitate PPP 

implementation in Ukraine are needed. 

 



4 

 

Survey Description  

Background 

The public-private partnership (PPP) is a new economic development tool that has become 

increasingly popular worldwide since the late 90s. Despite the tight budgets, the local and central 

governments around the world face a raising demand for high quality infrastructure services. 

Roads, hospitals, water supply are among the examples. PPPs become instrumental in attracting 

private capital and managerial experience to finance infrastructural investment and maintaining 

that infrastructure. In addition, PPPs allow sharing business and investment risks between private 

firms and the state.  

Ukraine has even stronger economic reasons for promoting PPPs given the state of public finances 

and ongoing war that damaged or ruined already low-quality infrastructure and made thousands of 

people to be internally displaced. 

The Public-Private Partnership Development Program (P3DP) financed by the USAID was 

designed to create favorable environment for PPP ensuring that Ukraine did not remain on the 

sideline of this global process.  

The PPP concept is complex. The international experience shows that this complexity creates 

misperceptions among the government officials and general public about the PPPs implementation 

and functioning. Public acceptance is very important for successful implementation of the PPPs. 

As one of the objectives of the P3DP was to raise awareness, it was important to understand the 

initial current state of affairs in Ukraine. For this purpose, Kyiv Economics Institute (KEI) 

conducted baseline survey of the representatives of the local governments, business community 

and local NGOs. Overall, 1761 responses were collected in the nationally representative telephone 

survey from 86 cities (including 25 oblast centers, Kyiv and Sevastopol and 59 oblast-subordinated 

cities) and 90 rayon centers during November-December of 2011. The second round of the survey 

(follow-up) with coverage limited to 8 pilot and 8 comparable non-pilot cities was conducted in 

January-February of 2014. This survey is the final round of the survey. The following report 

describes the survey objective, structure of the questionnaire, and presents the main results along 

with the recommendations.   
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Survey Objective 

 

Objective 

The objective of the final study is to twofold: (1) to assess current level of the PPP awareness of 

the private public partnerships among local governments, business community members and local 

NGOs in all regions of Ukraine (except for Crimea, Donetsk and Luhansk regions); and (2) to 

assess the capacity development of local governments in the pilot regions versus non-pilot regions. 

In particular, the results of the survey will be used for data collection indicators DC 3.1 (Index of 

development in capacity of the public sector representatives to prepare and implement PPP 

projects. Survey based data) and DC 3.2 (Index of raised awareness about PPPs among key 

stakeholders. Survey based data). In addition, this survey addresses issues related to repair of 

infrastructure and internally displaced people. 

 

Structure of the final survey questionnaire  

 

The survey questionnaire consists of four blocks of questions. The first block is dedicated to the 

questions on awareness about PPP. The second block deals with assessment of capacity to 

design, implement and monitor PPP projects, while the third block tracks past experience with 

PPP implementation. The second block of the questionnaire is used only when surveying local 

government representatives. The fourth block asks respondents of the quality of infrastructure in 

their area and the role of PPPs in its improvement. The questionnaire also includes information 

about the respondents: age group, gender and position in the organization/firm/government unit.  

A. Awareness  

about existing PPPs  

about PPP-related initiatives 

B. Capacity 

a. To understand legal and regulatory framework for PPP implementation 

b. To design, implement and monitor PPPs 

- Funding  

- Staff  

- Knowledge & skills 

C. PPP Experience and Opinions on PPPs 

D. PPP use for post-conflict infrastructure rehabilitation and managing Internally Displaced 

Persons (IDPs) 
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Field work and survey coverage 

A nationally representative telephone survey was the principal source of data for this study. The 

fieldwork was conducted by the Kyiv International Institute of Sociology (KMIS) in May-June of 

2015. Overall 1,743 respondents were interviewed in a nationally representative telephone survey. 

The data were collected from 130 cities and rayon centers (including 23 oblast centers, Kyiv and 

oblast-subordinated cities, except for Crimea, Donetsk and Luhansk oblast). The sample includes 

7 pilot cities (defined in follow-up survey except for Simferopol) and 7 non-pilot comparable cities 

(except for Donetsk).  The primary unit of the baseline study was individuals representing local 

government, business community and local NGOs. In each community five representatives of the 

government, five representatives of local business community according to the size of the 

establishment (2 small, 2 medium, 1 large if available) and three representatives from local NGOs 

participated in the survey (Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Number of respondents by type of municipality and type of respondents 

 

type of respondent  

type of municipality 
Government Business NGOs Total 

Pilot 37 42 25 104 

Non-pilot 37 39 29 105 

Other 605 588 341 1534 

Total 679 669 395 1743 

  

The following municipalities (in alphabetical order) participated in the follow-up survey: 

 

8 pilot cities: 

Dnipropetrovsk, Ivano-Frankivsk, Kyiv, L’viv, Malyn, Simferopol, Vinnytsia, Zaporizhya  

 

8 non-pilot cities 

Donetsk, Kharkiv, Kherson, Kirovohrad, Mykolaiv, Odesa, Poltava, Voznesensk  

 

Of these municipalities, Simferopol and Donetsk did not participate in the final survey because 

they are currently on the occupied territory. Hence, pilot cities in the final survey are: 

Dnipropetrovsk, Ivano-Frankivsk, Kyiv, Lviv, Malyn, Vinnytsia, Zaporizhya, and non-pilot 

municipalities are Kharkiv, Kherson, Kirovohrad, Mykolaiv, Odesa, Poltava, and Voznesensk. 
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Survey results 

Part A. Awareness  

The first part of the survey is devoted to general awareness about PPP projects among local 

government officials, representatives of the business community and NGOs. We analyze the 

answers along three dimensions: (1) time by comparing 2015 (final survey) to 2014 (follow-up 

survey) and 2011 (baseline survey), (2) status by comparing pilot regions to similar non-pilot 

regions, (3) type of respondent by comparing representatives from local government vs. business 

and NGOs.  

Since final survey is an all-Ukrainian survey similar to the baseline survey (2011), we can compare 

overall results from these surveys directly. To compare the results with 2014 survey, we look only 

at pilot and non-pilot municipalities as described above. 

 

The first question asked respondents to define public-private partnership choosing between 

three alternatives. In 2011 and 2015 survey respondents could provide only one answer. In 2014, 

some of them provided several answers to this question – hence, we classified those who provided 

several answers into “don’t know” category.  

 

The PPP awareness considerably increased between 2011 and 2015: in the final survey 63.4 

percent of respondents correctly defined PPP as compared to 36.5 percent in 2011 (Table 2). PPP 

awareness increased for all types of respondents. The highest increase in awareness (practically 

twofold) was observed among business representatives. The share of the respondents that correctly 

defined PPP is the largest among local government representatives (both in 2011 and in 2015) and 

increased from 52 percent to almost 72 percent.  

 

To compare with 2014 results, we consider only pilot municipalities and their non-pilot 

counterparts (Figure 1). We see a steady increase in the share of people providing correct PPP 

definition (note that the number of observations is very similar – 200 in 2011, 211 in 2014 and 195 

in 2015).  

 

 

Table 2. In your view, what is public private partnership? 
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 Government Business NGOs All 

2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015 2011 2015 

A government subsidy to private 

business  
8.7 6.0 7.3 4.2 13.5 13.7 9.37 25.2 

A long-term relationship between a 

public authorities and a private party 

for delivery services, which are 

traditionally delivered by the public 

sector 

52.3 71.7* 29.7 60.1* 32.1 54.7* 36.5 63.4* 

A donation or loan by a private party 

for a public good 
22.0 17.2 32.3 31.4 20.7 28.4 26.4 7.06 

Don't know 13.7 4.9* 24.4 4.0* 25.9 2.8* 21.9 4.07* 

Other 3.5 0.1 6.1 0.3 7.4 0.3 5.74 0.23 

Note:  For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  

 

Figure 1. In your view, what is public private partnership? (% of answers) 

 

Table 3 compares PPP awareness (percentage of respondents who answered correctly to the first 

question) of local government, business and NGO representatives in 2011, 2014 and 2015 across 

pilot and non-pilot municipalities. We could find statistically significant difference in level of PPP 

awareness between 2011 and 2014 for total number of observations. Additionally, in pilot cities 

NGOs were much more aware of PPP definition in 2014 than in 2011, whereas in 2015 their 

awareness slightly decreased (not significantly). Similarly, in non-pilot regions awareness of 

government officials has significantly increased between 2011 and 2014, and a decline in 2015 is 

not significant. Between 2014 and 2015 the only significant changes were decline of awareness of 
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government officials from 82% to 72% and a rise in awareness of business representatives from 

40% to 62%.  

 

Table 3. PPP awareness by type of respondent in pilot and non-pilot regions (% of people 

who chose the correct definition) 

 Government Business NGOs All 

  2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 

             

Pilot 71.4 74.4 75.7 26.7 40.0 57.1 32.4 62.5

* 

52.0 41.9 58.9

* 

62.5 

Non-pilot 50.0 
70.0

* 
65.6 33.3 40.0 66.7 29.3 41.7 72.4 35.5 

51.9

* 
68.6 

Total 60.0 
82.2

* 

71.6

* 
33.8 

40.0

* 

61.7

* 
30.8 

52.1

* 
77.8 38.5 

55.5

* 
65.6 

Note:  § Small number of observations does not allow conducting detailed statistical tests by status  

For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  

For status comparison: statistically different numbers are in bold 

 

For the analysis below, we use only the answers of people who chose only one, correct, PPP 

definition in the question A.1.1 in order to make these data comparable across time. 

 

The next question refers to the awareness about any PPP project successfully implemented in 

Ukraine. Figure 2 shows the proportion of people who know about at least one PPP project 

implemented in Ukraine in the same time-status-type framework. We observe that the share of 

people who could name such a project among all types of respondents is lower in 2015 as compared 

to 2011 (the result is statically significant). This trend can be explained by several reasons: first, 

higher awareness of people of what a PPP actually is and second, very small number of PPP 

projects that were successfully implemented in Ukraine, and third, even in case of successful 

implementation limited or absent media coverage. 

 

Table 4 presents the answers to this question only in pilot and non-pilot municipalities across 

different types of respondents. Decrease in awareness about all-Ukraine projects between 2014 

and 2015 in pilot regions is not statistically significant, while in non-pilot regions the decrease in 

awareness is significant. In addition, we cannot say that in 2015 there is a significant difference in 

awareness between pilot and non-pilot regions in any group of respondents, while in 2014 

government representatives in pilot regions were much more aware about all-Ukrainian PPP 
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projects than in non-pilot regions. One possible explanation for this change is rotation of local 

government representatives during 2014 due to change in country’s leadership. 

 

Figure 2. Do you know of any PPPs that were successfully implemented in Ukraine? (% of 

respondents who said ‘Yes’) 

 

 

Table 4.  Do you know of any PPPs that were successfully realized in Ukraine? (% of ‘Yes’ 

answers) 

 Government§ Business§ NGOs§ All 

 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 

Pilots 26.7 33.3 14.3 8.3 8.6 12.5 33.3 27.3 7.7 23.1 22.9 12.3 

Non-pilots 41.7 58.8 24.0* 28.6 15.6 7.7* 16.7 31.6 19.1* 28.9 36.5 16.7* 

Total 33.3 45.2 18.9* 19.2 11.9 10.0 25.0 29.3 14.7* 26.0 29.3 14.6 

Note:  § Small number of observations does not allow conducting detailed statistical tests by status  

For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  

For status comparison: statistically different numbers are in bold 

 

In 2015, of 135 people who said they knew some successful PPP projects in Ukraine, 122 named 

one project, 8 – two projects, and only 2 people – three projects. 

The most frequently mentioned areas with successful projects are agriculture, water supply and 

roads. Among “other” areas the most frequently mentioned were some humanitarian projects (8 

answers) and energy/energy saving (7 answers). Among the PPP partners the most often 

mentioned were local government and a Ukrainian private firm (Figures 3a and 3b). This pattern 
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is similar to what was observed in 2014 and 2011. 

Figure 3a. Awareness of the implemented nationwide PPP projects by areas/sectors, number 

of answers  

 
 

 

Figure 3b. Awareness of the implemented nationwide PPP projects by partners, number of 

answers  
  

 
 

The next question about PPPs in respondent’s region was not asked in 2011, but was included in 

the follow-up survey in 2014 and final survey in 2015. 
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Hence, we analyze only pilot and non-pilot municipalities to make it comparable to 2014 data 

(Table 5). The highest level of PPP awareness is observed among government representatives 

(26%), and the lowest one – among businessmen (6%). Like in 2014, the greatest difference 

between pilot and non-pilot regions is observed in the NGO segment (NGOs in non-pilot regions 

have significantly higher level of local PPP projects awareness than NGOs in pilot regions).  

 

Table 5 shows that in non-pilot regions the decline in awareness on local successful PPP projects 

was significant across all categories of respondents, while for pilot regions due to insufficient 

number of observations we cannot make conclusion by respondents’ type. The decline in the share 

of people who could name a successful PPP project in their region is a consequence of better 

general PPP awareness – since respondents know better what a PPP is, and, as we know, not many 

PPP projects survived until 2015, the result in Table 5 should not come as a surprise. As in 2014, 

in 2015 general awareness of government representatives about PPP projects is significantly higher 

than that of business or NGOs (small number of observations does not allow to make comparisons 

in pilot or non-pilot regions separately). 

 

Table 5. Share of people that know about LOCAL PPPs (PPPs in their oblast/city) 
 

 Government§ Business§ NGOs§ All 

 
2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 2014 2015 

Pilots 51.3 28.6 22.9 8.3 22.7 7.7 34.4 16.9* 

Non-pilots 52.9 24.0* 25.0 3.8* 47.4 23.8* 41.2 16.7* 

Total 52.1 26.4* 23.9 6.0* 34.1 17.6* 37.6 16.8* 

Note:  § Small number of observations does not allow conducting detailed statistical tests by status  

For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  

For status comparison: statistically different numbers are in bold 

 

In 2015, of 165 people who said they knew some successful PPP project in their region, 141 could 

name one project area, 13 could name 2 areas, three or four areas could be named by three people 

each. 

 

The most often mentioned PPP areas excluding “other” category are “water supply and sewage” 

(20 cases) closely followed by education, healthcare and access to sports and recreation facilities 
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(Figure 4a).  People in pilot and non-pilot regions indicated almost equal number of projects 

successfully implemented in their areas (12 and 11 projects respectfully). Among “other” category 

the most often mentioned were projects in social sphere (12 responses) – either general or specific, 

such as helping orphans or disabled people. Second most often mentioned area (8 responses) was 

communal services – from general “provision of public amenities” to specific topics like street 

lighting, public transport or planting flowers in the streets. The “other” category also included 

projects in such areas as construction, trade and even timber industry. 

 

Figure 4a. Awareness of the implemented local PPP projects by areas/sectors, number of 

cases 

 

Figure 4b. Awareness of the implemented local PPP projects by partners, number of cases  
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Similar to the previous question and to the 2014 survey, the most often named partners in local 

PPP projects are local governments and Ukrainian private firms (Figure 4b). When answering this 

question, respondents from non-pilot municipalities named more partners than respondents from 

pilot municipalities, which may be a sign of lower awareness in non-pilot municipalities 

(respondents name more partners hoping that they would correctly guess at least some of them).   

 

Next, the respondents were asked about the projects that were planned/ discussed but not 

implemented and the reasons why they thought the projects had failed.  

 

Since this question was asked during the baseline survey in 2011, we can compare the results for 

the entire sample (Figure 5). There is a statistically significant decline in the awareness on such 

projects among business and NGO representatives, as well as in the general sample. This may 

signal about better understanding of what a PPP project and also is consistent with earlier finding 

that lower number of PPP projects (both successful and failures) were undertaken over the studied 

period.  

Figure 5. Are you aware of any PPP projects that were discussed but not implemented? (% 

of respondents who answered ‘Yes’) 

 

Note:  For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  
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energy saving/renewable energy projects). The most often named PPP partners were local 

authorities and Ukrainian firms. The “don’t know” option in this question was chosen by 

considerably more respondents than in the previous two questions. Thus, it might suggest that 

knowledge of respondents about these failed projects is likely to be less certain. 

 

Figure 6a. Awareness of any partnerships between the public and private sectors that were 

planned/discussed but did NOT happen by areas/sectors, number of answers 

 

 
 

Figure 6b. Awareness of any partnerships between the public and private sectors that were 

planned/discussed but did NOT happen by areas/sectors and partners, number of answers  
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The most cited reasons for failure are the same as in 2014 - lack of funding (30.9%), legal and 

regulatory issues (20.9%) and lack of cooperation between the parties (13.4%). For comparison, 

in the baseline survey the three most cited reasons were the same but the frequencies were in 

different order: lack of communication (26%), regulatory issues and lack of funding (23% each). 

Note that lack of communication is relatively more important for NGOs than for business or 

government representatives (Table 6). Also, in 2011 lack of communication was the most 

important reason for NGOs, followed by regulatory problems and lack of funding, while in 2015 

all types of respondents put lack of funding in the first place which is not surprising given the 

current state of the Ukrainian economy. It should be mentioned that half of the “other” answers 

indicated that negotiations to start the project were ongoing, so some of the projects that were 

identified as failed in 2015 might be implemented later.  

Figure 7: The reasons, for which the partnership was not established 
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Table 6. Top-3 reasons, for which the partnership was not established by respondents type, 

% mentioned 

 

Government Business NGO 

Lack of funding 34.0% Lack of funding 42.9% Lack of funding 33.3% 

Legal and regulatory 

issues 
27.7% 

Legal and regulatory 

issues 
23.8% 

Lack of communication 

between the parties 
26.7% 

Lack of 

communication 

between the parties 

10.6 
Lack of 

communication 

between the parties 

19.0% 
Legal and regulatory 

issues 
13.3% 

 
 

The awareness of unit responsible for PPP support has definitely increased. First, we compare 

the results of the total sample for 2011 and 2015 (Figure 6). We see that although in 2011 greater 

share of people claimed that they knew the appropriate government body, only 41% of them 

answered correctly that it was MoEDT or NPA. In 2015, 66.5 percent of respondents gave the 

correct answer. 

Figure 6. Awareness on central government body responsible for PPP development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

By categories of respondents, the highest level of awareness is observed among government 

representative, followed by NGOs and business (Table 7). Awareness in pilot regions seems to be 

only slightly higher than in non-pilot regions. Note that we should treat results for pilot and non-

pilot regions with caution because of rather small number of observations. Yet, it seems that people 

in pilot regions more often name MoEDT as the government body responsible for PPP 

development than people in non-pilot regions. 

  

Which government body is it? 

 2011 2015 

MOEDT 26  66.5* 

NPA 15 5.4* 

MRDCH 15 13.6 

Other 44 14.5 

 

 

Do you know which central government 
body is responsible for PPP development in 

Ukraine? % of answers 
  2011 2015 

yes 33.3 21.9 

no 58.0 75.4 

DS 8.7 2.7 
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Table 7. Share of respondents who know about the government unit responsible for PPP 

implementation, %  

 Government Business NGOs All 

% of people who claim to know about PPP unit 

Pilots 32.1  12.5  23.1  23.1  

Non-pilots 28.0  11.5  19.0  19.4  

Entire sample 31.2 11.4 20.4 21.9 

of people who claim to know central government body: 

% of people who think that it is MoEDT 

Pilots 55.6  100.0  33.3  60.0  

Non-pilots 57.1  66.7  19.0  50.0  

Entire sample 66.4  60.9 72.7 66.5 

% of people who think that it is NPA 

Pilots 11.1  0.0  0.0  6.7  

Non-pilots 14.3  33.3  25.0  21.4  

Entire sample 4.6 8.7 4.5 5.4 

% of people who think that it is MRDCH 

Pilots 11.1  0.0  0.0  6.7  

Non-pilots 14.3  0.0  50.0  21.4  

Entire sample 17.8 8.7 4.5 13.6 

% of people who think that it is some other government body 

Pilots 11.1 0.0 66.7 20.0 

Non-pilots 14.3 0.0 50.0 21.4 

Entire sample 9.9 21.7 25.0 14.9 

 

As the number of people in pilot and non-pilot cities who answered this question is very small, we 

cannot make statistically meaningful comparison. As for the entire sample, the greatest awareness 

is observed among government officials, followed by NGO and business. All the differences 

between categories of respondents are statistically significant. Significantly more NGOs name 

MoEDT as PPP-responsible unit compared to government and business. 

 

The share of people who claim to know about international organizations supporting PPP 

development in Ukraine in 2015 was significantly lower than in 2011 (Figure 7). In 2015 awareness 

of government and NGO representatives about international organizations were very similar and 

statistically higher than that of business. 
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Among organizations that support PPPs the most often mentioned are P3DP/USAID (26.8%), 

EBRD (22.9%) and World Bank (12.7%, Figure 8).  Perhaps, the high visibility of EBRD can be 

explained by the fact that it invests in infrastructure projects, and in minds of many people 

infrastructure projects are related to PPP. 

Figure 7. Share of respondents who know about international organization supporting 

PPPs in Ukraine, % 

 

Note:  For time comparison: * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test assuming unequal variances.  

For status comparison: statistically different numbers are in bold 

 

Figure 8. Awareness about international organizations supporting PPP development n 

Ukraine, % of mentions  
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Only 96 respondents (5.5% of the sample) know or participated at least in one event explaining 

benefits and costs of PPP implementation in Ukraine. For time comparison we restrict our 

sample to 14 municipalities: the share has decreased from 23 percent in 2014 to 8.7 percent in 

2015. The share of government representatives who took part in PPP-related activities is 

significantly higher than of business and NGO representatives. The difference of participation 

between pilot and non-pilot municipalities is not statistically significant.  

 

Table 8. Participation in PPP events (% of people in the category who attended some PPP 

event) 
 Government Business NGOs All 

Pilots 17.9 0.0 15.4 10.8 

Non-pilots 8.0 7.7 19.0 11.1 

Entire sample 13.1* 2.2 5.6 7.7 

 

The most often named type of events are workshops/trainings (57%), followed by conferences 

(13%) and business-forums (12%, Figure 9). This order has not changed since 2014, although the 

difference between seminars and other events was not so striking. 

 

Figure 9. Awareness / participation in events explaining benefits and costs of PPP 

implementation in Ukraine, number of respondents  
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Part B. Capacity  

 

Part B was designed to assess capacity of the local governments to design, implement and monitor 

PPP projects. Hence, the following analysis refers only to the opinions of the representatives of 

the local government.  

 

Section B1. Capacity to understand legal and regulatory framework for PPP implementation 

Successful implementation of PPP projects requires clear regulations and rules for preparing, 

tendering and implementation. Such legal environment will ensure that the contractual rights and 

obligations of the private partners and long-term investors are enforced and protected by law.  

The respondents were asked if they knew any legal initiative regulating PPPs in Ukraine (Figure 

10). In response to this question, 16 percent of people could name the PPP law, 3.5 percent knew 

about some CMU decrees related to PPP sphere. These data cannot be directly compared to 2011 

survey, since in 2011 the question was formulated as “How much do you know about the [recently 

adopted] PPP Law?” At that time, 7.5 percent of government representatives answered that they 

knew the law in detail, and another 32 percent had some knowledge of the law. In 2015, this was 

an open question (the respondents were asked to name any regulatory documents related to PPPs). 

The same question was asked in the follow-up survey in 2014, so, to compare the results of these 

two surveys, we take only the data on pilot and non-pilot municipalities in 2015 (Table 9). There 

is a decline in local government awareness on PPP documents, which may be connected to 

rotations in local governments during 2014-2015. 

Figure 10. Are you aware of any legal document related to PPP implementation? (% of 

government representatives) 

 
Table 13. Do you know any documents related to PPP (only government representatives in 
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pilot and non-pilot municipalities), % 

 Law on PPP CMU Decrees Law on Concessions Other 

2014 43.3 26.9 10.4 1.5 

2015 13.2* 1.9* 0.0* 1.9 

 

Next question asked respondents who could name a PPP-related legal document to evaluate legal 

framework. Among those that are familiar with legal initiatives around 20 percent believe that the 

legal framework is rather conflicting and confusing; while almost 40 percent evaluate it as rather 

clear and well-defined. If we compare current results with the baseline survey results the 

assessment of the legal framework slightly is improved compared to 2011 (Figure 11). We see a 

significant increase in the share of people who think that PPP framework is clear and well-defined, 

and a significant decrease of people who provided average grade (3) to the legal framework. 

Average evaluation of PPP legislation has slightly improved – from 2.95 to 3.19 points. 

 

Figure 11. In your opinion, is legal framework for PPP clearly defined?  

 

In the next four questions, the respondents were asked to evaluate on the scale from one to five 

(with one corresponding to fully inadequate and five to fully adequate) the powers and capacity 

of both central and local governments to regulate PPPs (Figure 12). Respondents in both pilot and 

non-pilot municipalities believe that the powers of the central government are relatively more 

adequate to regulate PPPs than the powers of the local governments. As for central government 

powers, we observe a statistically significant increase in the share of respondents thinking that 

powers of the central government to regulate PPPs are adequate and a corresponding decrease in 

the share of people who provided average grade in the final survey as compared to the baseline 

survey. For local government, the change is similar but less pronounced – the share of people 
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evaluating local government powers at an average level (3) statistically significantly declined, also 

significant is the change between shares of people providing grades higher than average (4 or 5) 

or lower than average (1 or 2). As in baseline survey capacities of local government are evaluated 

to be lower than capacity of the central government and there is no statistically significant change 

in the evaluations of capacity of both local and central governments to regulate PPPs relative to 

2011. 

Figure 12a. In your opinion, are POWERs of the government adequate to regulate PPP? 

 

 

  

Figure 12b. In your opinion, is CAPACITY of the government adequate to regulate PPP? 

 

 

 

  

 

Section B.2. Capacity to design, implement and monitor PPPs  

 

Since Section B.2 evaluates the capacity of the particular organizations the representatives of 

which participated in the survey, it is appropriate to focus only on the government units that are 

authorized to be involved in implementation of PPPs. Only 75 local government representatives 

(15.4% of the sample) declared to have powers to be involved in PPPs and hence provided answers 

to questions of this subsection.  
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First, the respondents evaluated the level of sufficiency of financial and human resources (on a 

scale from 1 – insufficient to 5 sufficient) at their organizations available for different stages of 

PPP implementation process (Figure 13a and 13b). Generally, financial insufficiency seems to be 

relatively more important than human resources problems (average grades are 2.9 and 3.4, 

respectively).  

 

Figure 13a. Does your organization have enough FINANCIAL resources for the following PPP 

activities? 

 
Figure 13b. Does your organization have enough HUMAN resources for the following PPP 

activities? 
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project). This is also the stage where responsibilities inside the organization are the most clearly 

defined (Figure 14). 

Figure 14. How clearly the responsibilities inside your organization are defined? 

 

 

The next set of questions was devoted to capacity building activities in the form of specialized 

trainings and manuals (guidelines) related to PPP implementation. Out of 75 respondents who 

represent departments/units authorized to be involved in PPP implementation, 31 respondents (or 

41%) indicate that employees of their department took part in trainings/seminars on PPP issues 

during 2011-2015 (Figure 15). Over 80 percent of respondents indicate that trainings were either 

important or very important for improvement of skills related to every stage PPP development and 

implementation. Another education tool that was available to government officials was 

manuals/guidelines (26 respondents or 35%), and about 90 percent of those who received them 

find those manuals/guidelines useful or very useful (Figure 16 and Table 14). Manuals and 

guidelines were distributed during the trainings/seminars or downloaded from Internet. 

 

Table 14. Do representatives of your organization know/use some PPP manuals/guidelines? 

yes  26 (35%) What is the source of those 

manuals/guidelines? 

training/seminar 13 (50%) 

received paper version 9 (35%) 

Internet 7 (27%) 

received electronic version 6 (23%) 

no 29 (39%)  

don’t know 20 (27%) 

Figure 15. How important were these SEMINARS/TRAININGS for improvement of 
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knowledge and skills of employees of your organization? 

 

Figure 16. How useful were MANUALS/GUIDELINES for improvement of knowledge and 

skills of employees of your organization? 

 

 
 

The next group of questions asked respondents to evaluate the knowledge and skills of the units 

they represented with respect to a wide array of activities related to different stages of PPP 

implementation on a scale from 1-insufficient to 5-fully adequate (Table 15). The most confident 

local government respondents feel about their organization’s management capacity and abilities 

for stakeholder involvement, especially mass media interaction. The units that respondents 

represent seem to be least prepared to plan and design PPPs and identify and analyze risks. 
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Table 15. Skills and knowledge assessment (based on 75 observations) 

B.2.3.1. Planning and design Identify projects 3.76 

Identify and analyze risks 3.69 

Conduct cost-benefit analysis 3.85 

Develop feasibility studies 3.77 

B.2.3.2. Stakeholders 

involvement 

Enable stakeholder participation 3.93 

Communicate with private partner 4.05 

Interact with mass media 4.17 

B.2.3.3. Management Conduct contract negotiations 4.09 

Develop tendering procedures 4.15 

Negotiations and financial closure 4.15 

B.2.3.4. Contract management 

and supervision 

Develop and assess performance 

monitoring and evaluation indicators 

4.05 

Develop and use feedback mechanisms 4.01 

B.2.3.5. Addressing climate 

change 

Design appropriate (environment-oriented) 

policies 

3.93 

Implement energy efficiency measures 3.93 

Develop and implement clean energy 

measures 

3.85 

 

The last question in Part B asked respondents to evaluate the overall readiness of their units to 

conduct different stages of PPP implementation process. Overall, the level of readiness is above 

average, with the highest readiness reported for the tendering stage, and the lowest – for expertise 

and approval (Figure 17).  
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Figure 17. Overall readiness assessment, 2015 

 
 

Comparison of the self-reported level of readiness in 2011 and 2015 shows that readiness of local 

government organizations to implement PPPs substantially increased (Figure 18).   

 

Figure 18. Overall readiness assessment, % of respondents claiming that their organization 

is ready or almost ready for PPP implementation (scores 4 and 5). 
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in PPP implementation. Overall, slightly more than 5 percent of those who correctly defined PPP 

(5.5% or only 4.5% of all respondents) state that they have been or are involved in planning, and/or 

running PPP projects in Ukraine. The share of respondents with PPP experience in the pilot cities 

is statistically the same as in the non-pilot cities. The most active in this sphere are local 

governments (33% of those correctly answered PPP definition question and 23% overall), while 

only around 9 percent (4% of all) businesses and 7 percent (4% of all) of NGOs have ever 

participated in the PPP projects.  

 

Comparison of the selected municipalities to the baseline and follow-up survey shows that there 

is a decrease in the share of respondents with PPP experience in 2015. The overall share of the 

respondents with PPP experience decreased to 8 percent as compared to 13 percent in 2011 and 

20.5 percent in 2014 (Table 16). However, the difference is not statistically significant.  

 

If we compare changes over time in pilot and non-pilot municipalities, the change in the share of 

all respondents with PPP experience increased in non-pilot regions to a larger extent than in pilot 

ones and is the only statistically significant increase. This finding may be explained by several 

factors: (1) non-pilot cities were subject to other than P3DP projects, or/and (2) representatives of 

non-pilot regions may be more likely to treat projects or activities as public-private partnerships 

when these projects are not in fact PPPs. However, the results should be treated with caution since 

the survey sample is relatively small, one additional affirmative answer can change percentage a 

lot. 

  

Table 16. Share of respondents that have or is involved in PPP projects, %  

 

 Government Business§ NGO§ All 

 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 2011 2014 2015 

Pilot 26.7 31.3 3.6 8.3 12.5 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 17.9 19.0 1.54 

Non-pilot 16.7 34.6 9.5 7.1 6.3 14.3 0.0 16.7 22.2 7.9 22.2* 15 

All  22.2 32.8 6.1 7.7 9.4 6.7 8.3 7.4 12.9 13.0 20.5 8.0 

Note:  
§ Small number of observations does not allow conducting statistical test 

For time comparison: ** statistically different at 1% level, * statistically different at 5% level based on t-test 

assuming unequal variances.  
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For status comparison: statistically different numbers are in bold 

 

Education, access to sport and cultural facilities and district heating are the most typical PPP areas 

mentioned by the respondents. The most frequently mentioned partners are local governments, 

international organizations and Ukrainian firms. 

Next set of question assess attitudes towards involvement of private sector into public services’ 

provision. Overwhelming majority of the respondents (around two thirds in each category) believe 

that involvement of the private sector under a public-private partnership mechanism could improve 

the quality of the public services and results are very similar to baseline survey (Figure 19). 

Figure 19. Do you think that involvement of the private sector under a public-private 

partnership mechanism could improve quality of the public services? (% of respondents) 

 

Since quality upgrade comes at a cost, part of the burden will be borne by the end consumers in 

the form of higher fees for services provided. On average And 61 percent of all respondents are 

willing to pay more, should the quality of service be improved, while 34 percent are not ready to 

pay more. Interestingly, respondents are more ready to more in some sectors than in others (Figure 

20). Thus, while 61 percent of respondents would be willing to pay for improved basic healthcare, 

less than 40 percent will do so for improvements in district heating.  

What is more encouraging is that among those who are ready to pay more, for 45 percent it does 

not matter if the service provider is a private company or a state-owned/municipal company. Even 
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though, there is significant reluctance to pay to a private company (the most resistance is in basic 

healthcare), majority of the respondents that are willing to pay for improved quality will be willing 

to pay to a private company (Figure 20).  

Figure 20. Willingness to pay for improved quality of services and type of provider, % of 

respondents who are willing and for whom type of provider does not matter 

 
 

The next question address the gender equality issue in the PPP area. This is a new question in the 

final survey. The respondents were asked if women were given an opportunity to influence the PPP 

projects development and implementation. For consistency, we restrict our sample only to those 

who correctly defined PPP. Prevailing majority of respondents believe that women have 

opportunities to influence the PPP projects (more than 85%, Figure 21a). Those who had 

experience with PPPs are even more convinced that there are no barriers for women to be involved 

in PPP development and implementation (numbers are in parentheses). The respondents who had 

prior experience with PPPs believe that women are given opportunities at every stage of PPP 

development and implementation with a lower share of affirmative answers for decision-making 

stage (but the difference is not statistically significant).   
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Figure 21a. Are women given an opportunity to influence the PPP projects development and 

implementation? 

 

 
Figure 21b. In particular, in the PPP projects you are aware about do women have 

 

 
 

The last question in this section is related to the broader usage of PPPs to service the disadvantaged 

groups of population. The vast majority of respondents support the idea of using PPPs to deliver 

services to disabled, poor and other vulnerable groups (Figure 22). Moreover, the share of those 

who gave affirmative answer is higher for respondents who were involved in PPPs in the past.      

 

Figure 22. Do you think PPPs can be used to address the needs of the disadvantaged groups 
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Part D. PPP use for post-conflict infrastructure repair/reconstruction and managing 

internally displaced persons (IDPs) 

 

Part D is a new section in the survey and is devoted to extremely important issue as internally 

displaced persons. According to the United Nations definition, an internally displaced person 

(IDP) is someone who is forced or obliged to flee his or her home as a result of or in order to avoid 

armed conflict, or other type of violence, violations of human rights or natural disasters,  but who 

remains within his or her country's borders.1 Due to annexation of Crimea and ongoing war in the 

Eastern Ukraine, thousands of people had to flee their homes. According to the estimated of the 

Ministry of Social Protection of Ukraine and the UNCHR, there are at least 1.37 million internally 

displaced people in Ukraine as of July 3 20152. This is a very vulnerable group of population, 

which lost homes, jobs, savings and even basic personal belongings and which requires special 

attention from the policy makers. 

 

The set of questions in this section is designed to assess the priority needs and how PPPs can be 

used to address them. According to the respondents of the survey, the most pressing needs for the 

IDPs are housing and employment (Figure 23): the average score for these two categories is 4.81 

                                                 
1 http://unhcr.org.ua/en/who-we-help/internally-displaced-people 
2 http://www.refworld.org/docid/559a88c14.html 
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on a scale from 1 unimportant to 5 very important) as more than 80 percent of the respondents 

believe that they are very important (score 5).    

. 

Figure 23. In your opinion, what are the priority needs of the IDPs? (On a scale from 1 to 5): 

 
The next question asked respondents about who should finance the repair and reconstruction of 

the war-damaged infrastructure. The highest shares of answers fall under category local 

government (more than 85%), national government (79%) and private companies through PPPs 

(77%, Figure 24). Respondents could also provide their own answer to the question. Not 

surprisingly, out of 98 responses, more than half responses said directly that the Russian Federation 

should be held responsible for financing repair / reconstruction of the damaged infrastructure. 

Figure 24. In your opinion, who should finance (sources) repair/reconstruction of the war- 

damaged infrastructure? (% of answers)  
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As follows from the previous question, a vast majority of respondents think that private sector 

should be involved in the process of reconstruction of the infrastructure. Almost 80 percent of 

respondents agree that private sector can be involved under the framework of public-private 

partnership (Figure 25), while idea of private companies building houses and renting them to 

tenants finds lowest support (63%). 

Figure 25. In your view, how can the private sector participate in repair/reconstruction of 

the war-damaged public (state-owned) infrastructure? (% of answers) 

 
 

The last question in the survey reveals respondents’ opinions on who should be involved in 

addressing specific needs of the IDPs discussed earlier. According to the respondents, the largest 

share of responsibility for addressing needs of the IDPs should be borne by both national and local 

governments (Figure 26a) which is in line with paternalistic attitudes in parts of Ukrainian society. 

Analysis of specific types of assistance shows, that the role of the private sector primarily is in 

creating employment opportunities and building housing for IDPs.  
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Figure 26a. In your view, who should be involved in provision of the specific types of 

assistance? (% of respondents) 

 
Figure 26b. Responsible for provision of specific assistance, % of answers.  
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Socio-demographic characteristics of the respondents 

Among the respondents, 33 percent are men, 67 percent are women, and hence women are 

overrepresented in the final survey relative to the baseline (44 versus 56 percent) and follow-up 

(45 versus 55). Men are the most underrepresented among local government respondents, only 

22 percent of respondents are male. This peculiarity might be explained by two factors: first, 

recent rotation in local government brought more women into office, and second related factor 

is war, which is going in the east that forced Ukraine to have already six waves of military 

mobilization.    

The sample also became younger: while the share of the age group of under 31 years did not 

change (around 14%), there is an increase in the share of two next age group 31-39 and 41-49 to 

28 and 31 percent, respectively.  Consequently, the share of respondents of age 50+ decreased. 

To make comparison with 2014 we restrict our sample to selected municipalities that participated 

in follow-up survey (Figure 27). The differences between waves of the survey are even more 

pronounced, while the age distribution of 2014 sample closely resembled the age distribution in 

2011, there is clear shift towards younger cohorts in the final survey. This might explain lower 

levels of experience with PPPs and other findings reported earlier.  

Figure 27: Distribution of respondents by age 
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The overwhelming majority of respondents completed tertiary education (96%, as compared to 

94% in 2014 versus 93.5% in 2011). The most representatives of local governments belong to 

the economic and investment department (12.2%), financial department (11.1%) and  education 

(5%).  

Of the surveyed business representatives, 45 percent represent medium enterprises (50-250 

employees), 33 percent - small enterprises (49 and less employees) and the rest come from large 

enterprises (over 250 employees). The surveyed businesses primarily operate in manufacturing 

(37%), followed by trade and service firms (16.7 %) and communication agriculture (11.7%). 

Among NGOs, the largest share work in charity development (18%), on social issues (11%), 

followed by those taking care of children and youth (8.7%). 

The respondents represented top management in their institutions; in particular, 

presidents/directors and their deputies constitute 20 percent and heads of departments 

(Upravlinnia) and subdivisions (Viddil) – 18 percent. 
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Summary and recommendations  

The key findings of the survey and recommendations are summarized below:  

Finding 1: Understanding of PPP concept has improved considerably as compared to the baseline 

survey conducted in 2011. Understanding of PPP improved for all types of respondents. Almost 

two thirds of the respondents (63.4%) correctly define the concept of the PPP as a long-term 

relationship between business and government versus 36 percent in 2011. As in 2011, the 

respondents’ awareness differs by respondents’ type, with the highest level of awareness among 

the local government officials. The awareness about government body responsible for PPP 

implementation also increased but remains low: while in 2011 only 8.7 percent of all respondents 

knew that MoEDT was a responsible unit, in 2015 this indicator increased to 14.6 percent. 

Recommendations: As the understanding of PPP concept has improved among all types of 

respondents, the efforts in raising awareness can be shifted towards more systematic approach in 

promoting PPPs together with the Ministry of Economic Development.  

 

Finding 2: Awareness about and involvement in partnerships between the public and private 

sectors successfully implemented in Ukraine decreased relative to the baseline year.  

Recommendations: Lower awareness about PPP projects can be caused by two factors: actual 

small number of PPP projects and low visibility of the existing projects. As greater involvement in 

real PPP projects can significantly improve practical skills and knowledge of government officials 

and business increasing such opportunities would be beneficial for PPP development in Ukraine. 

On the other hand, efforts to increase visibility of the current projects should not be further 

undertaken.      

 

Finding 3: The most frequently mentioned reasons for PPPs’ failure in Ukraine in the final survey 

are the same as in baseline and follow-up surveys: lack of financing, legal and regulatory problems 

and problems with communication between the parties. Other risks like political risk does not seem 

to be detrimental for PPPs failures in Ukraine. 

Recommendations: Efforts to harmonize the legal framework to remove inconsistencies and 

contradictions in the existing laws should be continued. This is especially important in the light of 

decentralization of the decision making process which is undergoing currently in Ukraine. Public-

private dialogue should be enhanced by involving business and government representatives in 
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public and educational events. 

 

Finding 4: Respondents identify the shortage of financial and human resources. Financial 

insufficiency seems to be relatively more important than human resources problems. The stage of 

PPP project development that is the most problematic for government officials in both human and 

financial resources is stage of expertise and approval. Training and workshops are viewed to be 

important for improvement of knowledge and skills of government officials. 

Recommendations: Training and workshops activities to build human capital at local communities 

should be continued. Cooperation with other donor projects, which deal with financial sector, can 

be useful to increase awareness of the possible sources of financing of PPPs at the local level. 

 

Finding 5: There is a comparable increase in self-assessment of overall readiness level to design, 

implement and monitor PPP projects compared to baseline survey.  

Recommendations: Outreach activities in PPP design and implementation are useful and 

important tool to build capacity of the government officials. However, these activities should be 

also supplemented by practical involvement in PPP design and development process. 

 

Finding 6: Vast majority of the respondents (around two thirds in each category) believe that 

involvement of the private sector under a public-private partnership mechanism could improve the 

quality of the public services and are ready to pay for such improvement. 

Recommendations: Given the difficult financial and economic situation in Ukraine, involvement 

of the private sector under PPP to improve quality of public services is extremely important. 

Further efforts (including pilot projects) to facilitate PPP implementation in Ukraine are needed.  

 

Finding 7: Respondents strongly support wider usage of PPPs to deliver services to disabled, poor 

and other vulnerable groups, including internally displaced persons (IDPs).  

Recommendations: Already strained resources and capacity of the government cannot ensure 

repair and reconstruction of the war-damaged infrastructure as well as addressing needs of the 

internally displaced persons (the number of which exceeds 1.3 million people). Only in partnership 

with private sector and international donors can government improve living conditions of the 

vulnerable population, including from the war-affected areas.   
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Appendix 

 

List of abbreviations 

 

AUC – Association of Ukrainian Cities  

ARC – Autonomous Republic of Crimea 

EBRD – European Bank for Reconstruction and Development 

EEF – Eastern European Foundation 

GIZ – Deutsche Gesellschaft fur Internationale Zusammenarbeit GmBH 

IFC – International Financial Corporation 

LINC – Ukraine Local Investment and National Competitiveness project 

MEP – Ministry of Environmental Protection of Ukraine 

MHRP – Municipal Heating Reform Project 

MoEDT – Ministry of Economic Development and Trade 

MRDCH – Ministry of Regional Development, Construction and Housing 

NPA – National Project Agency 

PPP – Public-Private Partnership 

P3DP – Public-Private Partnership Development Project 

UMLED – Ukraine Municipal Local Economic Development 

USAID – United States Agency for International Development  

  



42 

 

Questionnaire 

 
Dear respondent!  

 

Kiev International Institute of Sociology, together with the Kyiv Economics Institute3, is conducting a 

survey "Public-private partnerships in Ukraine." We would like to know your opinion about the state 

of the public-private partnerships in Ukraine, in particular, the possible forms of cooperation 

between public and private sectors,[for representatives of local government only] as well as about 

the capacity of your organization to design, manage and monitor PPP projects. 

 

The results of the survey will be used for creating better conditions and improving capacity of the 

local communities to effectively implement PPP projects in Ukraine.  

 

If you feel uncomfortable in answering some questions, you may decide not to answer them. Your 

answers are very important for successful implementation of the survey!  

 

We guarantee anonymity of your responses. All the information provided will never be individually 

disclosed.  

 

Thank you for finding time to respond to the survey questions! 

 

 

PART A 

AWARENESS  

 

Section A.1. General PPP awareness 

 

A.1.1. In your view, what is public private partnership?  

PLEASE, SELECT ONLY ONE OPTION 

 

A donation or loan by a private party for a public good 1 

A long-term relationship between a public authorities and a private party for 

delivery services, which are traditionally delivered by the public sector.  
2 

A government subsidy to private business  3 

Other____________________________________________________________ 4 

DS  8 

Refused 9 

 

A.1.2. Are you aware of any partnerships between the public and private sectors that were 

successfully introduced in Ukraine? 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 P3DP is not mentioned in order not to influence the respondents’ responses.  

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ A.1.3 
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A.1.2.1. If yes above, could you specify the area/sector (e.g. roads, district heating, sewage, etc.) 

and partners involved? 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify area and partners) 

PPP1, PPP2, etc. 

Area/sector   Partners  

Water supply and sewage 1  Local self-government 1 

Agriculture 2  Mayor office 2 

Solid waste disposal 3  Rayon/Oblast administration 3 

District heating 4  NGO 4 

Roads 5  International organization 5 

Basic healthcare 6  Ukrainian private firm 6 

Education 7  Foreign private firm 7 

Access to sport and cultural 

facilities or events 

8  Commercial bank 8 

Access to tourist sites 9  Other_________________________ 9 

Other______________________ 10  Do not know about the partners  10 

 

 

A.1.3. Are you aware of any partnerships between the public and private sectors that were 

successfully introduced in YOUR MUNICIPALITY (REGION)? 

 

 

 

 

 

A.1.3.1. If yes above, could you specify the area/sector (e.g. roads, district heating, sewage, etc.) 

and partners involved? 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify area and partners) 

PPP1, PPP2, etc. 

Area/sector   Partners  

Water supply and sewage 1  Local self-government 1 

Agriculture 2  Mayor office 2 

Solid waste disposal 3  Rayon/Oblast administration 3 

District heating 4  NGO 4 

Roads 5  International organization 5 

Basic healthcare 6  Ukrainian private firm 6 

Education 7  Foreign private firm 7 

Access to sport and cultural 

facilities or events 

8  Commercial bank 8 

Access to tourist sites 9  Other_________________________ 9 

Other______________________ 10  Do not know about the partners  10 

 

A.1.4. Are you aware of any partnerships between the public and private sectors that were 

PLANNED/DISCUSSED, but did NOT happen? 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

Yes 1 

 

→ A.1.4 

 

→ A.1.5 



44 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A.1.4.1. Could you specify the area/sector and partners involved? 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify area and partners) 

PPP1, PPP2, etc. 

Area/sector   Partners  

Water supply and sewage 1  Local self-government 1 

Agriculture 2  Mayor office 2 

Solid waste disposal 3  Rayon/Oblast administration 3 

District heating 4  NGO 4 

Roads 5  International organization 5 

Basic healthcare 6  Ukrainian private firm 6 

Education 7  Foreign private firm 7 

Access to sport and cultural 

facilities or events 

8  Commercial bank 8 

Access to tourist sites 9  Other_________________________ 9 

Other______________________ 10  Do not know about the partners 10 

 

A.1.4.2. Please, indicate the reasons, in your opinion, for which the partnership was not 

established (several answers are possible): 

PPP1, PPP2, etc. 

Lack of funding 1 

Lack of communication between the parties 2 

Legal and regulatory issues 3 

Lack of private interest 4 

Political risk 5 

Public non-acceptance (by local communities) 6 

Other_________________________________ 7 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

 

A.1.5. Do you know, which CENTRAL government unit is responsible for PPP support and 

implementation monitoring in Ukraine? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A.1.5.1. Could you specify the name of the unit? 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify unit(s)) 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

Yes 1 

No 2 

 DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ A.1.6 
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State Agency for Investment and National projects (was dismissed in 2015) 1 

Ministry of Economic Development and Trade 2 

Ministry of Regional Development, Construction and Housing and 

Communal Services 
3 

Ukrainian State Road Building Administration  4 

Other ______________________________________________ 5 

 

 

A.1.6. Are you aware of any non-government initiatives, e.g. financed by international donors, 

aimed at supporting PPP implementation in Ukraine? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A.1.6.1. Could you specify the initiatives? 

 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify initiatives): 

Municipal Heating/Energy Reform in Ukraine (MHRP) 1 

Ukrainian Public-Private Partnership Development Support Center 2 

Public-Private Partnership Development Program (P3DP) 3 

Local Investment and National Competitiveness (LINC) 4 

East-Europe Foundation 5 

Association of Ukrainian Cities 6 

Ukraine Municipal Local Economic Development (UMLED, Canada) 7 

Decentralization Support Project in Ukraine (DESPRO, Switzerland)  8 

GIZ (formerly GTZ, Germany) 9 

World Bank 10 

IFC 11 

EBRD 12 

Other__________________________________________________________ 10 

 

A.1.7. Are you aware/ (did you participate) in any events explaining benefits and costs of PPP 

implementation in Ukraine?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A.1.7.1. Could you specify the events? 

 

For interviewer ONLY (DO NOT READ): 

City day 1 

Workshop / training 2 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ A.1.7 

 

→ B.1 
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Press conference 3 

Business forum 4 

Study tour 5 

Conference  6 

 7 

 8 

 9 

Other__________________________________________________________ 10 

 

 

PART B  

CAPACITY ASSESSMENT 

 

Section B1. Capacity to understand legal and regulatory framework for PPP implementation 

 

And now I am going to ask you some questions about the legal and regulatory basis of public-private 

partnership (PPP). 

 

B.1.1. Are you aware of any legal document (act, law, resolution) related to PPP 

implementation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B.1.1.1. Please, name a legal document related to PPP that you are aware of: 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify legal act): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B.1.2. In your opinion, is legal framework for PPP is clearly defined? (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

1 

Conflicting and 

confusing 

2 3 4 5 

Clear and well 

defined  

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

B.1.3.1. In your opinion, are powers of the CENTRAL governments are adequate to regulate 

PPP (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

1 2 3 4 5 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

Law on PPP 1 

Resolutions of the Cabinet of Ministers 2 

Law on Concession  3 

Law on Joint Activity 4 

Other__________________________________________________________ 5 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ B.2 
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Fully inadequate Fully adequate 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

B.1.3.2. In your opinion, is capacity of the CENTRAL governments are adequate to regulate 

PPP (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

1 

Fully inadequate 

2 3 4 5 

Fully adequate 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

 

B.1.4.1. In your opinion, are powers of the LOCAL governments are adequate to regulate PPP 

(On a scale from 1 to 5) 

1 

Fully inadequate 

2 3 4 5 

Fully adequate 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

B.1.4.2. In your opinion, is capacity of the LOCAL governments are adequate to regulate PPP 

(On a scale from 1 to 5) 

1 

Fully inadequate 

2 3 4 5 

Fully adequate 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

Section B.2. Capacity to design, implement and monitor PPPs  

(FILTER) Is YOUR DEPARTMENT/UNIT authorized to be involved, incl. financially, in the 

planning and participation in the PPP projects?  

 

 

 

 

 

Subsection B. 2.1. Financial resources: 

B.2.1.1.Does your organization have sufficient financial resources to carry out (On a scale from 

1 to 5)? 

 Insufficient    Sufficient DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 
→ C.1 
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Subsection B.2.2. Staff  

B.2.2.1. Does your organization have sufficient human resources to carry out (On a scale from 

1 to 5)?  

 Insufficient    Sufficient DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.2.2. Are the responsibilities for these areas clearly assigned within your organization (On a 

scale from 1 to 5)?  

 Not 

assigned 
   

Clearly 

assigned 

DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.2.3. Did your staff members participate in specialized trainings in PPP implementation 

over the period 2012-2013? 

 

 

 

 

 

B.2.2.3.1. If Yes, was this training important to improve staff skills to carry out (On a scale 

from 1 to 5)?  

 Least 

important 
   

Most 

important 

DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 
→ B.2.2.4 
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B.2.2.4. Are your staff members aware of/use manuals and guidelines in PPP implementation 

over the period 2012-2013?  

 

 

 

 

 

B.2.2.4.1. If Yes, what are the sources for these manuals and guidelines? 

 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify sources): 

Internet 1 

Received during training/seminar 2 

Received in hard copy 3 

Received in electronic version 4 

Other__________________________________________________________ 10 

 

 

B.2.2.4.2. If Yes, were those manuals and guidelines important to improve staff skills to carry 

out (On a scale from 1 to 5)?  

 Least 

important 
   

Most 

important 

DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

 

Subsection B.2.3. Skills and knowledge 

B.2.3.1. How do you rate the knowledge and skills of your organization with respect to?  

Planning and design (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

 
Insufficient    

Fully 

adequate 

DS 

Identify projects  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Identify and analyze risks 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conduct cost-benefit 

analysis 
1 2 3 4 5 

8 

Develop feasibility studies 1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.3.2. How do you rate the knowledge and skills with respect to   

Stakeholders involvement (from 1-5) 

 
Insufficient    

Fully 

adequate 

DS 

Enable stakeholder 

participation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 
→ B.2.3 
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Communicate with private 

partner 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Interact with mass media 1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.3.3. How do you rate the knowledge and skills with respect to  

Management (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

 
Insufficient    

Fully 

adequate 

DS 

Conduct contract 

negotiations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Develop tendering 

procedures 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Negotiations and financial 

closure 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.3.4. How do you rate the knowledge and skills with respect to  

Contract management and supervision (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

 
Insufficient    

Fully 

adequate 

DS 

Develop and assess 

performance monitoring 

and evaluation indicators 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

Develop and use feedback 

mechanisms 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

B.2.3.5. How do you rate the knowledge and skills with respect to  

Addressing climate change (On a scale from 1 to 5) 

 
Insufficient    

Fully 

adequate 

DS 

Design appropriate 

(environment-oriented) 

policies 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

Implement energy 

efficiency measures  
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Develop and implement 

clean energy measures 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

Section B.3. Overall, do you consider your organization prepared to get involved (including 

financially) in the planning and/or implementation of a PPP project? In particular, (On a scale 

from 1 to 5): 

 Fully 

unprepared 
   

Fully 

prepared 

DS 

Planning and design  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Appraisal and approval 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Conducting stakeholder 

consultations 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

Tendering  1 2 3 4 5 8 

Management  1 2 3 4 5 8 
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Performance monitoring 

and evaluation 
1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

 

 

PART C 

PPP PAST EXPERIENCE AND OPINION ON PPPS 

Now I will ask about the experience of your organization to participate in the PPP design and 

implementation  

 

C.1. Has your organization (business entity, government body, NGO) been or is involved in 

planning, and/or running PPP projects in Ukraine? 

 

 

 

 

 

C.1.2. Could you specify the area and partners involved 

For interviewer ONLY (Identify area and partners) 

PPP1, PPP2, etc. 

Area/sector   Partners  

Water supply and sewage 1  Local self-government 1 

Agriculture 2  Mayor office 2 

Solid waste disposal 3  Rayon/Oblast administration 3 

District heating 4  NGO 4 

Roads 5  International organization 5 

Basic healthcare 6  Ukrainian private firm 6 

Education 7  Foreign private firm 7 

Access to sport and cultural 

facilities or events 

8  Commercial bank 8 

Access to tourist sites 9  Other_________________________ 9 

Other______________________ 10  Do not know about the partners  10 

 

 

C.2. Do you think that involvement of the private sector under a public-private partnership 

mechanism could improve quality of the public services?  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C.3. In order to improve the quality of service provided, some price increase may be necessary. 

Would you be willing to pay more, should the quality of service be improved? 

 

Area/sector Yes No DS Refused 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ C.2. 

 

→ C.3. 
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Water supply 1 2 8 9 

Sewage 1 2 8 9 

Solid waste disposal 1 2 8 9 

District heating 1 2 8 9 

Roads 1 2 8 9 

Basic healthcare 1 2 8 9 

Education 1 2 8 9 

Access to sport and cultural facilities or 

events 

1 2 8 9 

Access to tourist sites 1 2 8 9 

 

C.4. Would your answer to the previous question (C.3.) change if you knew that the service 

would be provided by a private company under a PPP agreement (rather than communal/state 

enterprise)? 

Area/sector 
Yes No Does not 

matter 

DS Refused 

Water supply 1 2 3 8 9 

Sewage 1 2 3 8 9 

Solid waste disposal 1 2 3 8 9 

District heating 1 2 3 8 9 

Roads 1 2 3 8 9 

Basic healthcare 1 2 3 8 9 

Education 1 2 3 8 9 

Access to sport and cultural facilities or 

events 

1 2 3 8 9 

Access to tourist sites 1 2 3 8 9 

 

 

C.5. Are women given an opportunity to influence the PPP projects development and 

implementation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

C.5.1. In particular, in the PPP projects you are aware about do women have: 

 

 Yes No DS Refused 

Access to project selection 1 2 8 9 

Access to project design 1 2 8 9 

Access to decision-making on the project 1 2 8 9 

Access to education and training 1 2 8 9 

Access to project implementation 1 2 8 9 

Access to project monitoring  1 2 8 9 

Other (please, specify)______________ 

__________________________________ 

1 2 8 9 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ C.6 
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C.6. Do you think PPPs can be used to address the needs of the disadvantaged groups 

(disabled, poor, minorities, etc.)? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PART D  

PPP USE FOR POST-CONFLICT INFRASTRUCTURE REPAIR/RECONSTRUCTION 

AND MANAGING INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS (IDPS) 

 

 

And finally we will talk about the use of PPPs for post-conflict infrastructure repair/reconstruction 

and managing Internally Displaced Persons (IDPs) 

 

 

D.1. In your opinion, what are the priority needs of the IDPs? (On a scale from 1 to 5): 

 

 
Not 

important 

   Extremely 

important 

DS 

Registration 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Accommodation 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Education 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Healthcare 1 2 3 4 5 8 

Employment, e.g. re-

training services 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

Other (please, specify)__ 

____________________ 

1 2 3 4 5 8 

 

 

D.2. In your opinion, who should finance (sources) repair/reconstruction of the war damaged 

infrastructure (water supply, electricity, roads/bridges/transport)? 

 Yes No DS Refused 

National government 1 2 8 9 

Local Government 1 2 8 9 

Donors (USAID, EU) 1 2 8 9 

International Organizations (World Bank, 

UN) 

1 2 8 9 

Private companies through PPPs 1 2 8 9 

Other (please, specify)______________ 

__________________________________ 

1 2 8 9 

 

 

Yes 1 

No 2 

DS 8 

Refused 9 

 

→ D.1 
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D.3. In your view, how can the private sector participate in repair/reconstruction of the war-

damaged public (state-owned) infrastructure (water supply, electricity, 

roads/bridges/transport)? 

 Yes No DS Refused 

By rebuilding infrastructure financed with 

the public or/and donor funds 

1 2 8 9 

By investing their own funds into 

repair/reconstruction with further 

operating the objects for profit but without 

privatization  

1 2 8 9 

By rebuilding housing and renting them to 

the tenants 

1 2 8 9 

Other (please, specify)______________ 

__________________________________ 

1 2 8 9 

 

 

D.4. In your view, who should be involved in provision of the following types of assistance to 

the IDPs: 

For interviewer ONLY (Read type of assistance ONLY and identify parties involved) 

 

 National 

Gov’t 

Local 

Gov’t 

Private 

companies 

International 

Orgs 

NGOs Volunteers 

Registration        

Provision of temporary 

accommodation, e.g. 

dormitories 

      

Building permanent 

housing for rent 

      

Creating/expanding 

infrastructure services 

(e.g. drinking water, 

sanitation, district 

heating, etc.)  

      

Creating employment 

opportunities (jobs for 

IDPs) 

      

Other (please, 

specify)______________ 

      

 

 

PART E. 

SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF THE RESPONDENT: 

 

E.1. Gender:  Male (1) Female (2) 

 

E.2. Age group:  
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Below 30 31-39 40-49 50-59 Above 60 

□ □ □ □ □ 

 

E.3. Education level: 

Primary (less than 7 years) 1 Special vocational (technikum) 6 

Incomplete secondary (less than 10 

years) 

2 Incomplete tertiary (3 years and 

more of the university) 

7 

Complete secondary (10-11 years) 4 Compete tertiary 8 DS/Refused 9 

 

E.4. Respondent’s type: 

Local government  1 Ą E5 

Business  2 Ą E6.1 

NGO 3 Ą E7 

 

Activities (by respondent type) 

 

E5. What government unit/department do you represent? 

 

Business representative 

E6.1.Size of the firm/enterprise 

Small (0-49 employees) Medium (50-249 employees) Large (250 and more 

employees) 

□ □ □ 

 

E6.2 What is the main sector your organization/firm work in (Classification code)? 

 

NGO representative  

E7. What is the main activity/sphere of your organization? 

 

For all 

E8. What is your position in the organization? 

President/Director 1 

Vice President/Deputy Director 2 

Head of a Department (Upravlinnya) 3 

Head of a Subdivision (Viddil) 4 

Leading Specialist 5 

Specialist 6 

PR manager 7 

Other (please. specify?) ______________________________ 

___________________________________________________ 

8 

 

 

I.4. Specify city/town where interview was conducted (Code КОАТУУ) 

____________________________________________________________ 
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